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Section  1 


SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  IN  PUBLIC  MEETINGS 

Summary  of  Hearings  Before  the  Airports  Commission 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Hearing  re 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  Expansion  Program 
March  6,  1973,  San  Francisco,  California 

The  following  Commissioners  were  present  at  the  hearing: 

William  E.  McDonnell,  President 
John  A.  Sutro,  "Vice  President 
Wallace  R.  Lynn 
Joseph  P.  Mazzola 
William  K.  Coblentz 

The  following  individuals  spoke: 

William  Dwyer,  Acting  Director,  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Thomas  Bertken,  Deputy  Director,  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Walter  Gillfillan,  Director,  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  Committee 

Mr.  McKronsage,  Air  Transport  Association 

Gil  Bailie,  San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

Ms.  Sally  Cooper,  Sierra  Club,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter 

Robert  Scrofani,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

Ms.  Susan  Smith,  Regional  Affairs  Chrman.  ,  S.  F.  Tomorrow 

Ms.  Bernice  Oakley,  Bay  Area  League  of  Women  Voters 

Henry  Bostwick,  General  Manager,  San  Mateo  County    Develop.  Assn. 

Ms.  Betty  Rader,  17  Alta,  San  Francisco 

Ross  Moro 

Phil  Thorpe,  Laborers  Local  389 

Ms.  Helen  Burke,  Sierra  Club,  S.  F.  Chapter  Conservation  Committee 
Ms.  Elinor  Larsen 
Mr.  Lindsay 

Ms.  Jessie  Bracker,  Millbrae 

Charles  Gregg,  Vice  President,  Greater  S.F.  Chamber  of  Comimerce 

Ms.  Marguerite  Warren 

Ms.  Rose  Urback,  San  Bruno 

Mr.  Brill,  Executive  Director,  S.F.  Bay  Area  Council 
Ms.  L.  R.  Kelly 
Ms.  Sylvia  Gregory 

James  White,  Save  San  Francisco  Bay  Association 
Ms..  Olive  Mayer,  Redwood  City 

Harold  Treskunoff,  Chairman,  Citizens  Committee  for  Freedom 

of  Information 
Ms.  Connie  Parrish,  Friends  of  the  Earth 
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Mr.  McDonnell,  President,  San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
Mr.  McDonnell  welcomed  the  individuals  to  the  public  hearing  and 
the  presentation  of  the  updated  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Expansion  Program.  He  pointed  out  that  it  is  an  update  of  the  original 
Expansion  Program  envisioned  in  the  1967  bond  issue,  and  which  was 
revised  in  1970  by  the  then  recently  formed  Airports  Commission.  He 
indicated  the  effects  of  the  recent  economic  recession  and  the  impact 
the  new  jumbo  aircraft  had  had  on  the  program;  that  the  airport  expan- 
sion program  was  revised  and  updated  based  upon  airline  require- 
ments, total  regional  airport  system  requirements  established  by  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAC),  and  a  general  recovery 
of  passenger  traffic. 

Mr.  McDonnell  pointed  out  the  input  from  the  public  relative  to  Volume 
I  of  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  will  be  taken  under  submission 
by  the  Commission  and  be  included  in  the  final  draft  of  the  EIR.  Until 
the  final  draft  is  completed  and  the  Commission  has  had  the  opportu- 
nity to  review  all  information,  no  action  can  be  taken  by  the  Commission. 

Mr.  "William  Dwyer,  Acting  Director  of  S.  F.  International  Airport 
Mr.  Dwyer  outlined  the  basic  content  of  the  proposed  expansion  prog- 
ram, indicated  that  a  total  cost  of  $390  million  would  be  financed  from 
airport  revenues,  and  stated  the  proposed  expansion  program  is  con- 
sistent with  the  recommendations  of  The  Regional  Airport  Systems 
Study  (RASS).    He  noted  the  EIR  is  based  primarily  on  the  work  of  RASS 
and  that  no  formal  action  is  requested  from  the  Commission  at  this  meet- 
ing  on  either  the  proposed  Expansion  Program  or  the  EIR. 
Mr.  Thomas  Bertken,  Deputy  Director  of  Airports 
Mr.  Bertken  reviewed  the  expansion  program  in  detail.    His  initial 
remarks  were  directed  toward  the  1985  forecasts  of  31  million  pas- 
sengers per  year,  310,  000  airline  operations  per  year,  and  166,400 
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automobiles  per  peak  day,  and  the  various  measures  proposed  in  the 
expansion  program  for  accommodating  these  requirements.  He  then 
reviewed  each  expansion  program  project  as  to  cost  and  schedule, 
presenting  various  pictorial  representations  to  properly  orient  the 
audience.    He  concluded  by  stating  the  proposed  expansion  program 
will  provide  for  the  services  and  facility  demands  for  air  travelers 
into  1985,  and  stated  that  the  proposed  expansion  program  provides 
for  increased  travel  demands  while  minimizing  adverse  environmental 
effects  on  the  area. 

Mr.  Gillfillan,  Director,  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study  Committee 
Mr.  Gillfillan  briefly  described  the  history  of  the  RASS  effort  per- 
formed for  ABAC.    He  pointed  out  they  had  conducted  five  public  hear- 
ings in  the  Bay  Area  region,  and  that  they  had  accumulated  information 
from  aviation  technicians,  from  those  who  were  concerned  about  the 
environmental  effect,  from  public  testimony,  and  from  many  organi- 
zations and  individuals  in  the  Bay  Area.    After  considering  a  large 
range  of  alternatives,  RASS  made  their  final  recommendations  in  June 
1972  and  emphasized  criteria  for  reducing  noise  and  air  pollution, 
RASS  concluded  the  best  available  option  at  this  point  in  time  is  expand- 
ing existing  facilities,  with  some  development  in  the  joint  use  of  Travis 
Air  Force  Base.    Passenger  numbers  recommended  were  31  million 
for  San  Francisco  International  Airport,   Z4  million  at  Oakland  Airport, 
and  10  million  at  San  Jose,  all  by  1985;  joint  use  of  Travis  Air  Force 
Base  would  provide  for  6  million  passengers  a  year,  with  an  additional 
1  million  at  either  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base  or  the  Napa  County 
Airport. 

Mr.  McKronsage,  Air  Trangportation  As  sociation 

Mr.  McKronsage  endorsed  the  development  of  SFIA.    He  noted  the 
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ABAG  studies  recommended  maximizing  the  use  of  existing  airports 
instead  of  developing  new  facilities,  and  that  the  improvements  at 
SFIA  represent  the  basic  foundation  of  the  ABAG  recommendation. 
He  stated  that  prohibiting  the  improvements  would  have  an  adverse 
effect  upon  the  environment  around  the  Airport  and  the  entire  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.    He  then  reviewed  the  efforts  being  made  by  the 
airlines  to  improve  the  performance  of  aircraft  with  respect  to  both 
noise  and  emissions,  noted  the  vast  improvements  made  to-date,  and 
projected  considerable  future  improvement.    He  noted  that,  as  meas- 
ured by  passenger  miles,  present-day  aircraft  transportation  is  many 
times  cleaner  than  automobile  transportation  is  expected  to  achieve 
by  1975. 

Mr.  Gil  Bailie,  San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

Mr.  Bailie  stated  the  objection  to  the  project  by  the  Ecology  Center 
and  alleged  a  general  unawareness  of  the  scale  of  the  environmental 
impact  involved.    He  claimed  that,  although  we  know  present-day 
effects,  we  do  not  know  and  have  not  asked  ourselves  how  it  will 
affect  our  children  50  years  from  today.    He  called  for  reflection, 
rather  than  immediate  response  to  this  question. 

Ms.  Sally  Cooper,  Sierra  Club,  Loma  Prieta  Chapter 
Ms.  Cooper  expressed  concern  with  failure  of  the  EIR  to  inform  on 
full  implications  of  the  SFIA  expansion.    In  particular,   she  believed 
it  failed  to  assess  the  multiplier  effect  on  adjacent  counties,  over- 
looked the  alternative  possibility  of  no  growth,  and  did  not  give  suffi- 
cient  consideration  to  the  way  in  which  the  quality  of  life  would  be 
improved.    She  stated  the  SFIA  expansion  cannot  be  realistically 
evaluated  out  of  context  of  integrated  planning  for  a  comprehensive 
transportation  system.    She  questioned  whether  there  are  alter- 
natives which  could  serve  the  public  at  less  cost  when  all  aspects  of 
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natural  resource  allocation  are  considered.    Ms.  Cooper  questioned 
the  basis  for  the  forecast  increase  in  passenger  level.    She  believes 
the  expanded  airport  would  create  renewed  pressure  for  more  high- 
ways and,  specifically,  the  Southern  Crossing.    She  cited  a  recent 
survey  by  the  Environmental  Quality  Coordinating  Council  of  San 
Mateo  County  which  indicated  that,  of  those  polled,  40%  felt  the  envir- 
onment of  the  County  was  deteriorating;  50%  said  the  effects  of  aviation 
on  the  environment  were  of  greater  concern  to  them  than  air  travel 
availability  and  quality;  and  air  and  noise  pollution,  as  well  as  popula- 
tion levels,  were  areas  of  highest  concern. 

Ms.  Cooper  then  discussed  the  EIR  treatment  of  noise  impact  on  the 
surrounding  communities  and  correlated  65  CNEL  with  a  noise  level 
of  about  87  dba  or  roughly  equivalent  to  a  dies  el  truck  going  70  miles 
an  hour  50  feet  away.    She  said  the  EIR  did  not  address  itself  to  lower 
levels  of  noise,  and  stated  that  a  maximum  tolerable  amount  of  noise 
is  50  dba,  and  an  acceptable  level  is  40  dba  by  day  and  30  dba  by  night. 
Ms.  Cooper  pointed  out  that  recent  court  decisions  confirm  the  basic 
responsibility  of  the  airport  operator  for  damages  due  to  noise  pollution. 

Mr.  Robert  Scrofani,  President,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Mr.  Scrofani  described  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  and  stated  that  the 
key  question  "Do  we  really  want  it?  "  has  not  really  been  asked.  He 
stated  San  Francisco  Tomorrow's  unalterable  opposition  to  growth 
on  this  basis,  unless  there  is  a  full  Bay  Area  hearing  on  this  issue, 
with  full  participation  of  citizens  of  all  Bay  Area  counties. 

Ms.  Susan  Smith,   San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Regional  Affairs  Chairman 

Ms.  Smith  asked  questions  about  the  structure  and  authority  of  the 

Airports  Commission  and  the  approval  and  funding  process  for  the 
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proposed  project.     (Mr.  McDonnell  responded  to  these  questions.  ) 
Ms.  Smith  expressed  concern  about  the  financial  burden  that  would 
fall  upon  the  City  if  the  project  fails  to  find  sufficient  users  and 
support.    She  called  for  closer  cooperation  between  the  ports  and 
airports  of  San  Francisco  and  Oakland.    She  discussed  the  possibili' 
ties  of  high-speed  train  service  and  claimed  that  the  assumptions 
made  by  RASS  and  EIR  in  terms  of  population  growth  and  freeway 
capacity  are  feeble  and  disproved  by  actualities.    She  contended  that 
the  12-year  air  passenger  projection  to  1985  seems  to  be  unrelated 
to  the  other  projections.    She  quoted  various  newspaper  articles  on 
current  airport  problems  such  as  lack  of  capacity  at  San  Francisco, 
increased  controls  on  transportation  to  meet  the  Clean  Air  Act,  fuel 
shortages  and  liability  for  noise  pollution.    She  concluded  by  noting 
omissions  from  the  EIR  of  any  discussion  relating  to  earthquakes  and 
tidal  waves,  unreliability  of  bay  fill,  and  the  "environmental  cost". 

Ms.  Bernice  Oakley,  Bay  Area  League  of  Women  Voters 
Ms.  Oakley  reported  the  League  has  followed  the  RASS  study  and  is 
rather  pleased  to  see  the  innovations  in  modes  of  moving  people.  The 
League  is  concerned  about  minimizing  irreversible  bay  fill,  taking 
positive  steps  to  secure  alternate  modes  of  transit  to  the  airport,  and 
properly  coordinating  land  use  and  transit  planning.    On  this  latter 
point,  she  urged  close  cooperation  with  the  Metropolitan  Transporta- 
tion Commission  (MTC)  and  a  study  of  high-speed  ground  transport 
between  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles. 

Mr.  Henry  Bostwick,  Jr.  ,  Executive  Director,  San  Mateo  County 

Development  Association 

Mr.  Bostwick  discussed  the  importance  of  SFIA  to  San  Mateo  County, 

it  being  the  single  most  important  industry  and  largest  employment 

base  there,  and  pointed  to  its  major  role  in  the  sound,  orderly  growth  of 


the  area  and  its  contribution  to  school  financing.    He  praised  the  EIR's 
discussion  of  the  combined  economical  and  environmental  considera- 
tions.    He  pointed  out  that  it  is  possible  to  adequately  plan  and  build 
for  growth,  and  noted  the  importance  of  employment  to  the  "quality 
of  life"  of  individuals;  if  growth  ceases,  if  a  community  is  unwilling 
or  unable  to  prepare  for  balanced  change,  it  will  wither  away  and  die. 
He  said  that  the  time  has  come  when  the  dangers  of  the  "no  growth" 
philosphy  must  be  fully  understood  by  responsible  people;  that  we  can 
successfully  cope  with  the  problems  of  change  only  by  accepting  the 
fact  that  with  growth  we  can  sustain  the  quality  of  life  which  is  desired 
by  all.    Otherwise,  he  believes,  the  quality  of  life  will  disappear  as 
men  leave  the  area  because  of  lack  of  job  opportunity  and  the  tax  base 
dwindles.    He  believes  the  EIR  and  proposed  Expansion  Program  em- 
brace a  project  destined  to  provide  the  greatest  good  for  the  greatest 
number  of  people  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

Ms.  Betty  Rader,  San  Francisco 

Ms.  Rader  expressed  grave  concern  about  the  noise  level  in  the  Bay 
Area.    She  also  noted  her  concern  over  the  level  of  contaminants 
above  3500  feet  altitude.    Her  basic  position  is  that  there  is  no  alter- 
native; growth  at  all  airports  must  be  restricted  until  the  impact  of 
this  high  altitude  contamination  is  known. 

Mr.  Ross  Moro 

Mr.  Moro  noted  the  lack  of  advertisments  by  airlines  in  the  local 
papers  until  the  day  of  the  hearing  (March  6)  when  they  appeared  in 
quantity. 
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Mr.  Phil  Thorpe,  Laborers  Local  389 

Mr.  Thorpe  noted  the  irreversibility  of  growth  to-date  and  the  impos- 
sibility of  successfully  combining  an  urban  and  country  environment. 
He  pointed  out  that  the  approach  and  takeoff  patterns  at  SFIA  are 
superior  to  most  in  the  U.S.    He  advocated  an  approach  that  aims  at 
controlling  the  effects  on  the  environment,  not  just  stopping  growth.  He 
discussed   the  massive  effect  SFIA  operations  have  on  San  Francisco's 
economic  well-being.    He  called  for  intelligent  planning  and  believes 
that  this  is  being  done  for  the  airport  expansion. 

Ms.  Helen  Burke,  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter  Conservation  Committee, 
Sierra  Club 

Ms.  Burke  stated  the  Sierra  Club's  concern  that  the  EIR  is  a  "single- 
purpose  agency's  self-fulfilling  planning".     She    said    there  is  con- 
siderable disagreement  as  to  what  the  projected  public  need  is,  and 
she  noted  an  apparent  discrepancy  in  the  traffic  projections  of  RASS 
and  ATA.    She  stated  that  aspects  of  growth -inducing  impact,  increased 
noise  pollution,  seismic  safety,  alternate  modes  of  transport,  and 
effect  of  increased  fuel  consumption  on  the  fuel  shortage  were  not 
adequately  covered. 

Miss  Elinor  Larsen,  San  Bruno 

Miss  Larsen  related  conversations  with  local  school  officials  who 
reported  that  about  one-seventh  (47  minutes)  of  each  teaching  day  is 
lost  due  to  aircraft  noise  making  communication  impossible.  She 
quoted  the  ATA,  in  its  comments  on  the  RASS,  as  having  reservations 
about  the  mix  and  number  of  quieter  aircraft  that  the  airlines  could 
provide  by  1985,  with  the  implication  there  will  be  more,  older, 
noisier  aircraft  than  contemplated  by  RASS.    She  also  pointed  out 
that  although  3%  of  the  population  (of  San  Mateo  County)  work  at  the 
airport,  only  about  1.2%  actually  live  in  the  affected  area.    She  cited 
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apparent  conflicts  between  the  interim  land-use  plan  and  the  EIR  that 
should  be  corrected  before  the  final  draft  of  the  EIR  is  prepared. 

Miss  Larsen  challenged  the  assumption  that  BART  will  be  constructed 
down  the  Peninsula,  noting  the  previous  reluctance  of  San  Mateo  County 
voters  to  endorse  one  transportation  measure.    She  also  believes  the 
assumption  of  30%  passengers  moving  via  BART  was  generous.  She 
criticized  the  RASS  assumptions  that  the  freeway  size  would  be  no 
constraining  factor  on  airport  growth,  that  the  Southern  Crossing  would 
be  built,  and  several  other  (unspecified)  assumptions  on  highways.  She 
claimed  the  peak  automobile  traffic  from  the  airport  (at  the  projected 
level)  would  completely  choke  Bayshore  Freeway,  leaving  no  room  for 
through -traffic. 

Mr.  Lindsay 

Mr.  Lindsay  categorically  objected  to  the  further  growth  of  the  airport, 
and  stated  that  we  have  reached  a  point  where  we  have  to  accept  a 
"declining  population  under  restricted  economy  if  we  expect  to  survive". 
He  stated  that  several  ecologists  have  said  we  have  reached  the  point, 
or  have  just  about  reached  the  point,  of  no  return.     He  believes  "We 
should  have  kept  our  pattern  of  transportation"  that  prevailed  in  the 
early  1930's. 

Mrs.  Jessie  Bracker,  Millbrae 

Mrs.  Bracker  basically  objected  to  the  extension  of  runway  1-L, 
claiming  that  it  would  provide  more  noise  problems  for  Millbrae.  She 
also  voiced  concern  about  the  authority  of  the  regional  land-use  plan 
vs  that  of  city  governments.    She  expressed  concern  about  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  the  families  whose  homes  fall  within  the  65  CNEL 
contour  in  1985.    She  recommended  further  extension  of  any  runway 
be  into  the  Bay  rather  than  towards  Millbrae. 
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Mr.  Charles  Gregg,  Vice  President,  Greater  San  Francisco 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Mr.  Gregg  expressed  the  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce's 
endorsement  of  the  Expansion  Program  at  SFIA.    He  noted  the  Cham- 
ber supported  wholeheartedly  the  passage  of  this  bond  issue  in  1969 
and  had  been  a  catalyst  in  the  establishment  of  the  Airports  Commis- 
sion.   He  said  the  Chamber  is  pleased  that  the  Airport  Commission 
has  lived  up  to  the  community's  expectations  with  respect  to  harmony 
between  air  transport  needs  and  high  environmental  quality.    He  noted 
the  use  of  the  "best  qualified  consultants  in  the  United  States"  by  the 
RASS  Committee,  and  stated  that  the  resultant  studies  constitute  one 
of  the  most  complete  environmental  studies  on  airport  development 
that  the  Chamber  has  reviewed.    He  expressed  the  Chamber's  opinion 
that  the  modernization  expansion  of  SFIA  is  sorely  needed  and  will 
result  in  the  best  balance  of  protected  environment  essential  to  meet 
the  service  requirements  and  economic  well-being  of  the  Bay  Area. 

Ms.  Margarite  Warren 

Ms.  Warren  noted  that  she  had  supported  the  general  obligation  bond 
issue  but  had  opposed  the  establishment  of  the  Airports  Commission. 
She  expressed  a  desire  to  look  into  the  financial  aspects  of  the  prog- 
ram before  it  was  too  late  to  do  anything  about  it.    She  wondered  what 
the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  were  not  getting  out  of  the  original  bond 
issue  and  what  they  are  getting  in  the  proposed  Expansion  Program. 
She  is  concerned  that  the  Expansion  Program  is  on  a  financially 
"borderline"  situation.    She  suggested  there  be  some  additional 
phasing  of  the  work  to  spread  the  cost  out  a  little  more  and  urged  that 
there  be  a  sense  of  financial  responsibility  to  the  general  public 
evidenced  by  the  Commission  and  its  staff. 
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Ms.  Rose  Urback,  San  Bruno 

Ms.  Urback  was  quite  concerned  about  the  noise  levels,  both  present 
and  future,  expressing  an  opinion  that  they  are  intolerable.  She  also 
expressed  concern  about  the  cyclic  aspect  such  as  seen  in  freeways 
where  "we  build  the  freeways  because  we  have  the  cars  and  then 
because  we  have  the  cars  we  build  more  freeways". 

Mr.  Angelo  Siricusa,  Executive  Vice  President, 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Council 

Mr.  Ronald  Brill  spoke  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Siricusa.    He  described  the 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Council  and  expressed  opinion  that  the  plan 

for  expansion  coincides  with  the  Council's  recommendation  to  RASS, 

and  further  that  the  expansion  of  SFIA,  OIA,  and  SJMA  might  alleviate 

the  necessity  of  establishing  a  4th  airport  in  the  region.   He  stated  that 

the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Council  supports  the  proposed  Expansion 

Program  because  it  is  consistent  with  their  previous  recommendations 

to  ABAC. 

Mrs.  L.  R.  Kelly 

Mrs.  Kelly  complained  about  the  grease  that  gets  all  over  her  home 
and  yard,  as  well  as  the  high  level  of  noise  attendant  to  operations 
at  SFIA.    She  attributed  a  personal  illness  to  the  noise  level.  She 
requested  that  the  proposed  expansion  of  SFIA  be  abandoned. 

Ms.  Sylvia  Gregory,  San  Bruno 

Ms.  Gregory  complained  that,  although  there  were  five  public  hearings 
held  during  the  RASS,  none  was  held  in  San  Mateo  County,  even  though 
the  bulk  of  the  impact  would  be  on  San  Bruno.    She  is  concerned  about 
the  impact  of  the  airport  upon  the  people;  specifically  as  it  relates  to 
noise  level  and  resultant  land  use.    She  expressed  the  opinion  that 
the  airport  is  being  built  to  provide  a  projected  need  and  therefore 
becomes  a  self-fulfilling  prophecy.    The  expanded  consumption  of 
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natural  gas  and  electricity  which  will  be  required,  she  believes,  is 
squandering  the  limited  energy  resources  available. 

Mr.  James  "White,  Save  San  Francisco  Bay  Association 
Mr.  White  expressed  the  concern  of  the  Save  San  Francisco  Bay 
Association  about  the  limits  of  the  fill  for  the  seaplane  harbor  area. 
He  complained  that  the  EIR  did  not  adequately  cover  this  point,  nor 
did  it  provide  adequate  maps  or  summary  of  applicable  permits.  He 
also  criticized  the  ground  transportation  portion  because  of  the 
assumption  related  to  the  completed  Southern  Crossing  and  BART 
to  the  airport.    The  concern  of  their  Association  is  that  such  question- 
able assumptions  can  result  in  pressures  for  a  new  freeway  and  bridge. 
He  urged  that  a  new  EIR  be  written  and  another  public  hearing  be  held. 

Ms.  Olive  Mayer,  Registered  Mechanical  Engineer,  Redwood  City 
Ms.  Mayer  expressed  the  concern  of  herself  and  other  scientists 
relating  to  the  efficient  use  of  fuel  resources.    She  pointed  out  that 
if  fuel  resources  were  exhausted,  air  travel  would  have  to  be  curtailed 
and  this  would  leave  a  bonded  indebtedness  and  that  this  would  have 
to  be  paid  by  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco.    She  felt  that  the  economic 
aspect  of  the  EIR  is  inadequate  in  this  respect.    She  said  there  are 
many  more  factors  besides  growth  rate  which  influence  the  environ- 
mental  impact  and  revenues  of  the  airport. 

Mr.  Harold  Treskunoff,  Chairman  of  the  Citizens  Committee 

for  Freedom  of  Information 

Mr.  Treskunoff  complained  about  an  alleged  30  secret  meetings 

having  been  held  by  the  Airports  Commission  in  violation  of  the 

State's  Brown  Act  and  the  recently  amended  Charter  of  the  City  and 

County  of  San  Francisco.    He  claimed  that  the  Airports  Commission 

is  reluctant  to  publicly  discuss  finances.    He  stated  that  the  feasibility 
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studies  were  prepared  by  organizations  having  a  beneficial  interest 
in  the  Expansion  Program  and  that  three  airport  commissioners 
were  associated  with  clients  who  were  directly  benefited  from  the 
Expansion  Program. 

Mrs.  Connie  Parrish,  Representative,  Friends  of  the  Earth 
Mrs.  Parrish  expressed  the  Friends  of  the  Earth's  desire  to  go  on 
record  for  full  support  of  keeping  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area 
the  pleasant  place  it  has  been  and  stated,  "We  are  therefore  opposed 
to  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  San  Francisco  Airport".    She  said 
a  principal  argument  against  the  expansion  is  the  argument  for  the 
conservation  of  fuel,  the  shortage  being  a  threat  to  our  national  secu- 
rity.   She  called  for  a  more  efficient  use  of  our  present  facilities.  She 
wants  to  give  more  attention  to  alternatives  to  expansion  and  suggested 
listing  all   the  advantages  that  would  accrue  if  we  simply  did  not  build 
the  expansion. 
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Summary  of  Public  Hearing 
Airport  Expansion  Program  and  Environmental  Impact  Report 
San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Committee 
Burlingame,  March  8,  1973 

The  following  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  (ALUC)  individuals  were 
present: 

R.  D.  Martin,  Chairman 
Anthony  Gove  male 
Arthur  Lepore 
Pat  Ahern 

Doris  La  Veglia  (alternate) 

Bernard  Lycett 

Ellis  Rother 

John  Raggio  (alternate) 

Tom  Bertken  (ex-officio) 

Gene  Masciarelli 

Larry  Siders 

Chairman  Martin  introduced  Committee  members  and  opened  the  meeting 
with  a  request  for  communications  received  since  the  previous  meeting. 

The  only  communication  pertaining  to  the  San  Francisco  International  Air- 
port Expansion  Program  was  a  letter  from  Pacifica  City  Manager  to  the 
Airport  concerning  the  Environmental  Impact  Repott. 

The  chairman  announced  that  this  was  the  second  of  three  public  hearings 
on  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  expansion  Environmental  Im- 
pact Report,  that  it  was  strictly  an  informational  hearing,  and  that  testi- 
mony taken  would  be  forwarded  to  the  County  Planning  Commission  which 
will  hold  the  third  hearing.    In  addition  the  staff  will  send  a  copy  of  the 
ALUC's  findings  to  the  Airport  management  and  other  agencies,  as  appro- 
priate under  the  Environmental  Quality  Act. 

Mr.   Thomas  Bertken,  Deputy  Director  of  Airports,  outlined  the  Expansion 
Program  for  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport,  with  references  to 
environmental  impact  as  stated  in  the  EIR. 
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The  chairman  opened  the  hearing  first  by  asking  for  comments  from  the 
committee  members  and  then  the  audience.  Committee  members  asked 
Mr.  Bertken  the  following: 

•  the  length  of  the  extension  of  runway  Z8-R  (2500  feet) 

•  whether  any  of  the  expansion  anticipated  the  SST  (no) 

•  will  airport  property  west  of  Bayshore  be  used  as  BART 
car-storing  or  turn-around  ( ALUC  opposes  that) 

•  will  airport  property  west  of  Bayshore  be  used  for  air- 
craft maintenance  (there  are  no  plans  for  taking  aircraft 
across  Bayshore) 

•  the  date  of  completion  for  the  Expansion  Program  (1981) 

•  the  extent  of  planned  improvements  to  handle  increased 
auto  traffic  off  the  airport  property  (1-380  will  handle 
most  traffic;  there  are  presently  no  plans  for  improving 
intersections  off  airport  property) 

•  is  the  two- segment  noise  abatement  approach  used  now 
(in  good  weather) 

•  will  FAA  regulations  and  State  noise  law  be  complied 
with  as  soon  as  possible  (several  possible  alternatives 
will  be  implemented  simultaneously  including  revised 
operating  procedures,  schedules,  approach  and  takeoff 
patterns.    In  addition,  the  impact  of  quieter  aircraft  and 
engine  retrofit  programs  will  be  significant) 

•  can  the  impact  of  the  redistribution  of  noise  on  the  various 
communities,  due  to  proposed  revised  operating  procedures, 
be  included  in  the  report  (yes) 

•  what  happens  to  the  adjoining  communities  when  all  these 
additional  automobiles  leave  the  Airport  proper  (details  such 
as  design  of  intersections  not  yet  completed  but  it  is  expected 
these  will  be  worked  out  jointly  with  communities) 

Mr.  Peter  Peel,  Director  Intergovernmental  Relations  for  ABAC 
outlined  the  methodology  for  the  allocation  of  air  traffic  in  Regional  Air- 
port Systems  Study  (RASS).    He  pointed  out  that  population  change  was  not 
the  most  significant  variable  in  passenger  forecast.  He  stated  that  con- 
clusions of  the"  RASS  report  were  based  on  k'ey  regional  environmental 
issues,  including  concern  for:   noise.  Bay  fill,  air  quality,  urban  growth, 

and  the  growth  of  facilities  for  the  urban  area, 
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Mr.  Victor  A.  Mangini,  Mayor  of  Burlingame  -  asked  about  the  height  of 
the  FAA  tower  (200  feet)  and  if  there  would  be  adequate  parking  for  the 
projected  traffic  of  166,  000  cars  per  day  (yes). 

Mr.  William  Walker,  Mayor  of  Foster  City  -  felt  the  report  did  not 
address  some  areas  which  will  affect  Foster  City  and  said  that  he  would 
have  his  statements  complete  in  time  for  the  hearing  before  the  County 
Planning  Commission.    He  asked  if  the  figure  of  310,  000  for  total  opera- 
tions was  for  1985  or  the  present  (answer:  1985),  and  included  both  land- 
ings and  takeoff s  (yes). 

Ms.  Sylvia  Gregory,  San  Bruno  -  asked  how  access  will  be  provided  to 
lands  west  of  the  freeway  (primarily  by  a  freeway  overcrossing  located 
just  south  of  the  airport  entrance  road,  but  the  parcel  can  be  reached  by 
Interstate  380  and  city  streets  also);  what  percentage  of  the  population 
uses  air  transportation  (60%),  how  many  fly  infrequently  (do  not  have  this 
breakdown);  why  were  no  hearings  on  the  Regional  Airport  Systems  Study 
held  in  San  Mateo  County  which  is  affected  the  most  (response  by  Mr. 
Peel:   the  three  hearings  originally  scheduled  were  centrally  located  in 
the  north,  central  and  south  bay  areas). 

Mrs.  Tommy  Graham,  Burlingame  -  asked  why  not  have  more  approaches 
over  the  Bay  (87%  do,  but  when  wind  directions  make  this  unsafe,  runway 
19  is  sometimes  used).    Mrs.  Graham  also  expressed  concern  about  traf- 
fic impact  on  access  roads  to  the  airport  (the  Chairman  responded  that 
the  report  was  incomplete  on  this  subject  and  would  need  revision). 

Ms.  Mimi  Whitney,  Brisbane  -  stated  that  airport  usage  will  double  and 
planes  will  be  quieter,  and  then  asked  what  will  be  the  net  change  in  noise 
around  the  airport  (a  decrease).    She  asked  will  airport  expansion  bring  a 
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change  in  land  use  on  San  Bruno  Mountain  (no,   1985  noise  contours  will 
not  fall  on  Mt.  San  Bruno).    Another  question  posed  by  Ms.  Whitney  was 
where  will  the  noise-monitoring  equipment  be  placed  in  north  county 
(locations  are  according  to  criteria  in  the  State  Noise  Law).    She  then 
stated  that  there  is  not  enough  detail  in  the  report  on  the  secondary  popu- 
lation densities,  sewage  treatment,  traffic  and  transportation,  and  the 
use  of  natural  resources  and  energy. 

Elle  Larsen,  San  Bruno  -  stated  that  the  principal  of  a  school  with  a  noise 
problem  found  that  he  now  loses  47  out  of  330  minutes  in  a  teaching  day 
vs  3Z  minutes  in  1971.    She  then  queried  that  if  airport  noise  has  decreased 
since  1970,  why  the  increase  at  his  school?    (The  airport  has  no  informa- 
tion relevant  to  that  school,  but  with  quieter  engines,  noise  will  be  reduced.  ) 
She  questioned  how  30%  of  air  passengers  would  use  BART  (this  will  be 
clarified  in  final  EIR). 

Dan  Pass,  City  Planner,  South  San  Francisco  -  stated  that  there  was 
nothing  on  zoological  and  botanical  species  in  report.    He  complained  that 
the  seaplane  harbor  is  not  mentioned,  although  it  is  part  of  the  Bay  and 
will  be  filled.    He  also  pointed  out  that  archeological  and  historical  sites 
were  not  discussed.    He  stated  that  there  are  no  solutions  in  this  report 
for  the  ground  transportation  problems  that  will  be  created  by  airport 
expansion.    He  felt  that  the  report  relies  too  heavily  on  ABAG's  assump- 
tions about  the  handling  of  regional  air  transportation  and  that  too  many 
problems  have  been   avoided  in  this  report,  including  concern  for  use  of 
energy,  materials,  manpower  and  capital.     He  further  stated  that  irrever- 
sible and  irretrievable  committment  of  resources  were  covered  too  briefly. 
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Dr.  Maurice  Garbell,  Consultant  to  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco 
stated  that: 

Takeoff s  on  Runway  19  are  made  only  when  strong  south  winds  leave 
no  safe  alternative. 

The  increase  in  noise  over  Brisbane  is  caused  by  a  problem  with 
navigational  aids.    The  FAA  investigated  and  took  action  that  will  minimize 
this  problem. 

Backbone  of  airlines  in  next  ten  years  will  be  DC-10,  L-lOll  and 
quieter  B-747,  all  much  quieter  aircraft. 

France  is  taxing  air  travelers  for  funds  to  make  aircraft  quieter. 

Recalculated  noise  level  for  South  San  Francisco  today  shows  5  db 
decrease  over  projections  in  1970. 

Recent  measurements  at  Oakland  Airport  show  a  5  db  decrease  in 
noise  since  1970  which  substantiate  the  calculations. 

The  Airport  should  have  a  zero  noise-impact  area  in  1986  when  the 
State  noise  standards  bring  the  maximum  CNEL  down  to  65. 

727's  and  737's  will  give  way  to  wide-bodied  jets  like  L-1011  which 
is  much  quieter.    Also,  new  77.7-200  meets  noise  standards  of  Part  36, 


Charles  Gregg,  Airline  Employee,  San  Mateo    -  rebutted  comments  of 
South  San  Francisco  planner.  He  said  that  he  was  ex-officio  member  of 
RASS  and  was  therefore  knowledgeable  of  the  thousands  of  dollars  that 
RASS  spent  on  environmental  studies  which  were  prepared  by  many  of 
the  outstanding  consultants  in  the  country.    He  stated  that  the  Airport 
should  be  commended,  not  criticized,  for  using  this  information  which 
had  been  gathered  in  great  detail  and  at  considerable  expense  by  the 
best  professional  people  in  the  United  States.    He  pointed  out  the  impor- 
tance of  the  airport  to  San  Mateo  County:    without  air  transportation,  the 
flower  industry  which  is  the  biggest  agricultural  asset  of  the  county  would 
not  exist;  80-85%  of  all  first-class  mail  travelling  over  200  miles  goes  in 
aircraft;  over  $12.  5  million  per  year  in  taxes  from  the  airport  go  to  scl  .ools 
in  the  county;  32,  000  people  employed  at  Airport,  half  of  these  from  San 

Mateo  County. 
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Irvin  EUenberger,  "Business  Manager,  Sheet  Metal  Workers  Local  272 

in  San  Mateo  County 

Complimented  the  planning  which  has  gone  into  the  airport  expansion.  He 
expressed  concern  for  the  existing  and  future  employment,  in  view  of  the 
proliferation  of  no-grovt:?  advoca.tes  who  oppose  buil.dng  more  power- 
generating  plants,  dams,  highways,  shopping  centers  and  homes.    He  said 
scarcity  of  facilities  would  lead  to  increased  prices  or  rationing  or  both. 
He  said  BART  extension  to  Airport  would  serve  employees  who  create 
most  congestion  on  freeways  now  with  their  automobiles. 

Staff  indicated  concern  with  two  areas  in  the  report  that  had  not  been 
discus  sed: 

o       On  page  2-17  the  description  of  the  ALUC  could  be  mis- 
leading and  staff  will  submit  suggested  revisions  to  the 
Airport  staff. 

o       On  page  8-2  the  description  of  the  State  Noise  Law  indi- 
cates that  by  1985  no  residences  are  permitted  within 
65  CNEL.    There  is  significant  concern  that  forced 
relocation  could  result.    A  statement  of  clarification 
would  clear  up  this  misunderstanding  concerning  exist- 
ing levelopment. 

The  chairman  stated  that  participants  of  RASS  hearings  wanted  unrestricted 
use  of  airports  but  wanted  to  restrict  airports  from  the  county  in  which 
they'  resided.    He  stated  that,  in  addition  to  the  lack  of  data  documenting 
the  impact  on  the  physical  environment,  the  report  lacked  an  analysis  of 
the  economic  impact,  with  jobs  at  the  airport  being  a  factor.    He  recog- 
nized the  economic  impact  is  not  now  required  as  part  of  the  EIR. 

Committeeman  Ahern  proposed  charging  higher  landing  fees  for  noisy 
aircraft  to  induce  retrofit  programs.    He  went  on  to  enumerate  six  areas 
of  consideration  for  noise  reduction. 
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The  airport  staff  was  requested  to  consider  these  six  points,  along  with 
other  points  raised  at  the  meeting,  and  amend  the  Encironmental  Impact 
Report  as  required. 


Adjournment  10:55  p.m. 
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SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 
SFO  EXPANSION  PROGRAM  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
SAN  MATEO  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
REDWOOD  CITY,  MARCH  28,  1973 

The  following  members  of  the  Planning  Commission  were  present: 

Robert  Levy,  Chairman 
Wallace  Benson 
Wayne  Thomas 
Fred  Cohen 
Kenneth  Strom 

Donald  A.  Woolfe,  Planning  Director 
Gene  Masciarelli,  Planner 

The  County  Planner  presented  the  following  comments  from  the  various 
county  departments: 

A.  Planning  Department.    In  addition  to  the  topics  covered  in  the  previous 
public  meetings,  the  following  aspects  appeared  to  be  inadequately  considered: 

1.  Impacts  of  West  of  Bayshore  Utilities  and  Roads,  Seaplane  Harbor 
Rough  Fill,  Seaplane  Harbor  Roads  and  Utilities,  Industrial  Waste  Plant 
and  Increased  Frontage  Road  to  Four  Lanes. 

2.  Impacts  of  water  turbidity  and  pollutant  concentration  at  the  drain- 
age outfall  point. 

3.  Effect  of  subterranean  construction  of  terminal  area  on  the  water 
table. 

4.  Implications  of  the  project  with  respect  to  public  health  (noise 
impacts .  ) 

5.  Vibration  impacts  from  air  traffic  over  urban  areas. 

6.  Aesthetic  impact  upon  users  of  the  Bay  as  a  recreational  asset 
and  a  unique  interest  area. 

7.  Construction  impacts  on  a  project-by-project  basis. 

8.  Impact  on  Bay  in  vicinity  of  runways  from  increased  air  turbulence 
resulting  from  use  of  larger  jets. 

B.  Department  of  Building  Construction  and  General  Services  commented 


3-1 


that  the  increased  air  traffic  may  have  impact  on  air    space  in  San  Carlos 
and  Half  Moon  Bay  Airports. 

C.  County  Engineer  and  Road  Commissioner  wanted  more  information  on 
peak  hour  volumes  in  1985  and  effect  of  increased  traffic  on  Bayshore 
Freeway. 

D.  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  expressed  concern  about  noise 
and  water  pollution. 

E.  Public  Health  Engineer  commented  that  the  West  of  Bayshore  Fill  will 
significantly  reduce  the  periodic  problein  of  mosquitoes  and  rodents  in  that 
area.    Concerned  that  bay  fill  will  result  in  loss  of  benthic  flora  and  fauna 
in  those  areas. 

Mr.  Dale  Fearn,  Director  of  Planning  at  San  Francisco  International  Air- 
port, was  asked  to  answer  questions  of  the  Commissioners. 

Commissioner  Benson  asked  if  there  was  nothing  done  to  the  airport,  wouldn't 
the  traffic  increase  anyway.    Mr.  Fearn  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Mr. 
Benson  said  he  couldn't  see  how  the  planned   expansion  could  make  the 
environment  any  worse  and  would  probably  improve  it.    Mr.   Fearn  assured 
him  that  was  intended.    Another  Commissioner  asked  why  there  isn't  more 
effort  to  use  limousines  and  bus  service  to  places  on  the  Peninsula  to  reduce 
automobile  traffic.    Mr.  Fearn  stated  that  it  was  a  matter  of  economics  -- 
it  had  been  tried  in  the  past  and  was  financially  unsuccessful.    Mr.  Benson 
then  stated  that  it  appeared  to  him  that  when  1-380  was  completed  to  the 
Airport,  it  would  relieve  much  of  the  congestion  on  the  neighboring  city 
streets  leading  to  the  Airport.    Mr.  Fearn  agreed  this  would  be  so. 

Catherine  Wilson    -    Pacifica.    Ms.  Wilson  stated  the  expansion  of  theAir- 
port  was  av/onderful  thing.    She  said  it  would  put  construction  people  back 
to  work  and  the  expansion  would  help  the  economy. 
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Jack  Flynn  -  San  Mateo  County  Development  Association 
Mr.  Flynn  stated  that  his  Association  has  long  viewed  the  Airport  as  a 
major  economic  factor  in  the  life  of  the  communities  nearby.    He  stated 
that  the  Impact  Report  carefully  combines  the  economic  aspects  of  the 
expansion  with  the  environmental  aspects;  it  places  into  focus  the  sound 
planning  which  went  into  the  development  of  the  Program.  Proceeding 
with  the  Expansion  Program  would  mean  gainful  employment  for  many, 
would  enlarge  the  tax  base  and  reduce  taxes,  and  would  help  make  a  sound, 
viable  economy  in  the  opinion  of  his  Association. 

Mrs.  Marion  H.  Softky  -  Environmental  Quality  Coordinating  Council. 
She  stated  that  EQCC  had  a  public  meeting  on  the  subject  of  the  expansion 
and  solicited  additional  comments.    The  views  they  heard  ranged  from 
unqualified  support  from  sectors  of  business  and  labor  communities  to 
outright  hostility  from  many  conservationists.    She  stated  two  areas  of 
concern:    first,  the  Airport  expansion  is  being  handled  without  time  for 
the  public  to  understand  the  complex  issues;  and  second,  there  are  un- 
answered questions  on  growth,  on  transportation  network,  on  air  and 
noise  pollution,  on  the  Bay  and  on  dwindling  resources. 

Ms.  Elinor  Larson    -    Sierra  Club,  Peninsula  Regional  Group 
Ms.  Larson  said  SFO  should  be  put  into  more  convenient,  efficient  shape 
which  requires  physical  improvement.    She  disputed  present  plans  and 
adequacy  of  assessment  of  impact.    She  questioned  passenger  forecast, 
ability  to  finance,  ground  accessibility,  use  of  rapid  transit,  noise  and 
air  pollution  predictions.    She  said  San  Francisco  is  trying  to  steam-roller 
the  plan  through  and  questioned  why  the  plan  was  being  proposed  before 
MTC  had  made  a  comprehensive  region-wide  transportation  study. 
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Commissioner  Levy  -     responded  to  Ms.  Larson.    He  said  that  if  her 
group  had  not  opposed  the  outer  freeway  8  years  ago,  there  would  not  be 
the  vehicle  congestion  and  ground  access  problems  which  she  commented 
on  today. 

Ms.  R.  Smith  -  Environmental  Policy  Committee  -  Health. 
Ms.  Smith  stated  her  concern  about  automobile  traffic,  noise  and  air 
pollution.    She  stated  mass  transportation  other  than  BART  was  not  con- 
sidered.   She  felt  there  should  be  another  year  of  study  before  program 
proceeded. 

Ms.  Olive  Mayer,  speaking  for  Ms.  Sally  Cooper,  Sierra  Club, 

Loima  Priata  Chapter 

Ms.  Mayer  generally  repeated  Ms.  Coooer's  comments  at  hearing  in  San 
Francisco  on  March  6,  1973.    She  questioned  population  growth  and  fore- 
cast of  passengers.    She  suggested  rapid  rail  transit  and  video  phones  as 
substitute  to  air  travel.    She  wants  the  program  to  enhance  quality  of 
environment  or  not  be  built.    She  stated  that  the  impact  of  noise  on  out- 
lying communities  was  not  covered.    She  objected  to  the  increase  of  vehi- 
cular traffic  and  increased  use  of  fuel  oils  and  utilities.    She  stated  that 
no  plans  for  access  roads  or  use  of  bus  transportation  was  included. 

Ms.  Sylvia  Gregory,  San  Bruno  -  Ms.  Gregory  stated  that  the  Bay  fill 
which  had  been  approved  by  BCDC  could  well  be  called  into  question  and 
stopped, 

Mr.  John  Lewis,  Pacifica    -    Mr.  Lewis  stated  that,  if  Oakland  Airport 
was  allowed  to  build  up  now  instead  of  San  Francisco,  there  would  be  side 
benefits  to  people  in  East  Bay.     He  felt  that  noise  and  vibration  levels 
would  be  magnified  by  more  traffic.    He  stated  that  the  expansion  of  air- 
port would  create  great  housing  problems.  He  wants  a  review  of  the  prog- 
ram periodically  as  it  proceeds. 
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Mr.  Richard  Shaw,  Foster  City.    -    Presented  a  letter  frora  Mayor  Walker 
addressed  to  Mr.  Bertken,  Deputy  Director  of  Airports.    The  letter  stated 
that  the  bonding  program  of  Estero  District  was  critical  to  survival  of  the 
community  and  expressed  concern  that  the  impacts  of  expansion  might 
have  down-grading  effects  on  property  values  in  the  area.    Impacts  which 
he  felt  were  not  covered  were:    increase  of  cargo  flights  when  Seaplane 
Harbor  was  filled  and  became  an  air  freight  area;  increased  truck  traffic 
on  101  Freeway  to  air  freight  terminals;  access  to  airport  from  south  not 
acceptable;  pollution  from  aircraft  and  vehicles;  noise  over  Foster  City; 
traffic  congestion;  safety  of  aircraft  operations. 

Chairman  Levy    stated  that  10  years  ago  when  the  developer  of  Foster  City, 
Mr.  T,  Jack  Foster,  sought  approval  from  the  Planning  CommisLion  to 
proceed  with  that  development,  the  Commission  was  not  in  favor  of  it 
because  of  its  location  in  relation  to  the  Airport.    He  said  that  Mr.  Foster, 
who  was  putting  up  the  development  money,  assured  the  Commission  that 
he  was  not  worried  about  the  flight  patterns  of  the  aircraft  and  that  the 
aircraft  noise  would  not  bother  the  people  living  there. 

Mrs.  C?therine  Wilson,  Pacifica    -    Ms.  Wilson  stated  that  the  members 
of  the  Sierra  Club  who  are  satisfied  with  the  status  quo  are  basically  a 
group  of  rich,  influential  people.    When  the  club  started,   she  asserted, 
only  the  affluent  could  join,  but  now  they  are  accepting  anyone  who  will 
join  with  them  to  fight  progress.    She  thinks  the  Planning  Commission  is 
doing  a  fine  job  and  shouldn't  be  influenced  by  those  who  want  to  obstruct 
getting  needed  facilities  —  like  the  electric  plant  at  Point  Arena. 

A  motion  was  made  and  passed  that  the  Commission  was  in  general  accord 
with  the  EIR  but  would  transmit  to  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
for  their  consideration,  the  areas  of  concern  that  were  expressed  at  the 
meeting. 
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COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


The  following  topics  were  ones  on  which  more  information  was  requested. 
Shown  also  are  the  names  of  the  persons  or  agencies  commenting  on  the 
topics.    Responses  are  provided  or  references  are  given  as  to  where  the 
information  is  shown  in  the  Final  Report. 

NOISE  IMPACT  ON  SURROUNDING  COMMUNITIES 

Raised  by:   Sally  Cooper,  Susan  Smith,  Betty  Rader,  Helen  Burke, 
Elinor  Larsen,  Rose  Urback,  Ms.  L.  R.  Kelly,  Sylvia  Gregory,  Ellis 
Rother,  Marie  Graham,  Mimi  Whitney,  Pat  Ahern,  San  Mateo  Planning 
Department,  San  Mateo  Department  of  Parks  &  Recreation,  Marion  Softky, 
Ms.    Smijh,       Olive  Mayer,  Mayor  Walker,  City  of  Burlingame,  City  of 
Pacific  a. 

Response:    Impact  discussed  on  pages  2-5  and?-  6iathe  EIR  Volume  I, 
Final  Report.    Many  actions  have  been  taken  or  are  planned  to  mitigate  the 
noise  impact  on  the  surrounding  communities.     These  are  enumerated  on 
page  4-  1  in  the  EIR  Volume  I,  Final  Report,    and  Section  5,  Volume  II. 
With  the  proposed  procedures,  and  with  the  quieter  airplanes  carrying 
more  passengers,  it  appears  possible  to  meet  the  CNEL  values  specified 
in  the  California  Noise  Standards.     The  deletion  of  the  project  to  extend 
Runway  1-L  has  been  recommended. 

GROUND  ACCESS  CONGESTION,  ALTERNATE  TRANSIT  MODES  TO  AIRPORT 

Raised  by:    Susan  Smith,   Bernice  Oakley,  Elinor  Larsen,   James  White, 
R.  D.  Martin,  Ellis  Rother,  Marie  Graham,  Dan  Pass,  San  Mateo  County 
Engineer  and  Road  Commissioner,  Marion  Softky,  Ms.    Smith,  Olive 
Mayer,  Mayor  Walker,  City  of  Burlingame,  Ruth  Smith. 

Response:    With  an  additional  15.  5  million  air  passengers,  alternate 
access  modes  must  be  developed.    BART  is  a  logical  choice  and  buildings 
are  being  designed  to  accommodate  BART  if  it  is  constructed.  Alternate 
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systems  of  buses  will  be  considered  if  BART  is  not  constructed.  Inter- 
state 380  will  relieve  congestion  on  San  Bruno  Avenue.    Alternate  transit 
modes  are  discussed  on  pages  2-37  and  2-38,  Volume  I. Ground  access 
congestion  is  discussed  on  pages  2-30  to  2-31,  Volume  I. 

BAY  FILL 

Raised  by:   Susan  Smith, Bernice  Oakley,  James  White,  Dan  Pass, 
San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department  and  Public  Health  Engineer,  Marion 
Softky,  Sylvia  Gregory,  Dick  Shaw,  State  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Resp  onse:  The  North  Airport  Fill  was  completed  in  August  1969.  A 
decision  on  the  Seaplane  Harbor  Fill  is  recommended  to  be  deferred.  No 
other  Bay  fill  is  a  part  of  the  Expansion  Program.    See  page  2-54,  Vol.  I. 

AIR  POLLUTION 

Raised  by:    Susan  Smith,  Ms.  L.  R.  Kelly,  Marion  Softky,  Elinor 
Larsen,      Ms.    Smith,      Mayor  Walker,  Ruth  Smith,    State  Air  Resources 
Board,  Evaluation  &  Planning,  City  of  Pacifica. 

Response:    Emissions  by  aircraft  and  autos  using  San  Francisco  will 
be  less  in  1985  than  in  1970.    Automobile  traffic  to  and  from  the  airport 
will  almost  double  but  air  pollution  because  of  autos  will  be  significantly 
reduced  because  of  new  automobile  emission  standards.    Aircraft  emis- 
sions are  expected  to  be  reduced  slightly.    See  pages  2-12  and  2-13,  and 
Appendix  E,  Volume  I. 
WATER  POLLUTION 

Raised  by:    Department  of  Parks  &  Recreation  of  San  Mateo. 

Response:    Water  pollution  will  be  less  in  1985  than  in  1970  because 
of  improved  treatment  facilities.    Storm  drains  will  not  change  their  dis- 
charge points  into  the  bay.    See  page     2-24,  Volume  I. 
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OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  -  DO  NOTHING  -  HIGH-SPEED  TRAINS  TO  L.A. 

Raised  by:    Sally  Cooper,   Connie  Parrish,  Ruth  Smith,  Susan  Smith, 
Bernice  Oakley,  Helen  Burke,  Olive  Mayer. 

Response:    Doing  nothing  will  not  spend  any  money  but  it  will  create 
more  congestion  on  the  airport.    It  will  not  stop  passenger  increases. 
See  pages    5-1  to  5-4,  Volume  I.    High-speed  trains  to  L.A.  will  require 
a  subsidy  and  will  probably  not  be  in  use  by  1985.    See  pages  5-3  to  5-4, 
Volume  I. 


OPPOSITION  TO  GROWTH 

Raised  by:    Robert  Scrofani,  Mr.  Lindsay,  Connie  Parrish, 
Marion  Softky. 

Response:    The  Expansion  Program  is  a  plan  to  provide,  in  an 
orderly  manner  over  the  next  eight  years,  facilities  sufficient  to  handle 
efficiently  the  increasing  demand  for  air  transportation.     The  terminal 
projects  are  scheduled  in  a  sequential  manner  so  that  the  expansion  can 
be  slowed  down,  if  desired,  after  the  completion  of  any  section.  See 
also  page  4-1,  Volume  II. 


FUEL  SHORTAGES 

Raised  by:    Susan  Smith,  Helen  Burke,  Olive  Mayer,  Connie 
Parrish,  Marion  Softky. 

Response:    The  major  petroleum  fuel  consumer  is  the  automobile. 
For  inter-city  traffic,  based  on  a  passenger-mile  basis,  the  r.ew,  vide  - 
'bodied  airplanes  are  more  effici>i-nt  than  the  automobile.    See  pages  2-50 
to  2-54,     Volume  I. 
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SECONDARY  EFFECTS  OF  EXPANSION 

Raised  by:    Sally  Cooper,  Mimi  Whitney,  Marion  Softky. 

Response:    The  airport  expansion  will  create  more  jobs  which,  in 
turn,  will  create  secondary  jobs  and  require  more  housing  and  utilities. 
This  is  discussed  on  pages  8-3  to  8-6,  Volume  1. 

AIR  PASSENGER  GROWTH  vs  POPULATION  GROWTH 

Raised  by:    Susan  Smith,  Elinor  Larsen,  Olive  Mayer. 

Response:    Population  is  only  one  factor  in  air-passenger  growth. 

Employment  and  income  have  far  g r .  exiects.    See  pages  5-1  to  5-2 
and  pages  8-1  to  8-3,  Volume  1. 

DISCREPANCY    IN  TRAFFIC  PROJECTIONS,  RASS  and  ATA 
Raised  by:    Helen  Burke,  Elinor  Larsen 

Response:    The    difference  between  RASS  and  ATA  projections  is 
three  or  four  years  time.     The  ATA  projection  would  reach  72  million 
annual  passengers  in  1988  or  1989  instead  of  1985.    See  pages  8-2  to  8-3, 
Volume  I. 

USE  OF  AREA  WEST  OF  BAYSHORE  AND  ACCESS  TO  THIS  AREA 

Raised  by:    Anthony  Governale,  Sylvia  Gregory,  San  Mateo  Planning 
Department. 

Response:    The  probable  use  for  the  West  of  Bayshore  Area  is  for 
airport- related  purposes.    This  will  be  primarily  light  industrial  uses 
such  as  remote  auto  parking,  aircraft  maintenance  warehouse,  etc. 
that  will  have  low  employee  requirements  and  be  relatively  qui.;t.  Access 
to  the  area  will  be  primarily  from  Highway  101,  1-380  or  the  airport. 
Local  employees  or  local   vendors  would  use  city  streets.    See  pages 
2-61  and  2-62,  Volume  I.  • 

«  • 
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EARTHQUAKES 

Raised  by:    Susan  Smith,  Helen  Burke 

Response:  The  frequency,  magnitude  and  design  considerations 
for  earthquakes  at  San  Francisco  Airport  are  discussed  on  pages  2-39 
to  2-47,  Volume  I. 


TIDAL  WAVES 

Raised  by:   Susan  Smith 

Response:    Tidal  waves  are  not  expected  to  cause  any  appreciable 
damage  to  the  airport.    Only  runway  ends  or  non-public  areas  are 
expected  to  have  water  runup.    This  water  runup  is  expected  to  occur 
every  200  years.    See  pages  2-48  and  2-49,  Volume  I. 

GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACTS 
Raised  by:    Helen  Burke 

Response:     The  airport  expansion  is  expected  to  create  13,655 
additional  jobs  by  1985,  which,  in  turn,  will  create  17,  100  additional 
jobs.    These  increases  are  anticipated  to  create  demands  for  an  8.  £  per- 
cent increase  in  utility  demands  in  San  Mateo  County.    See  pages  8-1  to 
8-6,  Volume  I. 

PERCENT  WHO  WILL  USE  BART  TO  AIRPORT 
Raised  by:    Elinor  Larsen 

Response:    Wilbur  Smith  &  Associates,  in  their  report,  stated 
27.  5  to  32.  5  percent  of  the  passengers  would  use  rapid  transit,  most 
probably  BART.    Presently,   15  percent  use  buses  to  the  airport.  See 
page  2-38,  Volume  I. 
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EXTENSION  OF  RUNWAY  1-L    -    INCREASED  NOISE 
Raised  by:    Jessie  Bracker,  City  of  Burlingame 

Response:    Because  of  the  adverse  impact  on  the  residents  of  Mill- 
brae  and  Burlingame  resulting  from  the  extension  of  Runway  1-L,  a 
recommendation  has  been  made  to  the  Commission  that  this  project  be 
deleted  from  the  program.    Further,  in  the  -landscaping  planning,  an 
effort  will  be  made  to  provide  trees  in  areas  which  will  diminish  the  jet 
noise  on  take-offs  from  both  Runways  1-L  and  1-R. 

RESIDENCES  FALLING  WITHIN  65  CNEL  CONTOUR  IN  1985 
Raised  by:    Jessie  Bracker 

Response:    The  state  law  is  silent  on  whether  persons  residing  in 
areas  of  noise  impact  greater  than  65  CNEL  could  be  forced  to  move. 
However,  it  now  appears, with  operating  procedures  aimed  at  reducing 
noise  and  with  the  increased  use  of  quieter  aircraft,  that  the  State  Noise 
Standards  can  be  met  within  the  time  schedule  established.    See  page  2-5, 
Volume  I,  and  pages  5-Z  to  5-5,  Volume  II. 
ZOOLOGICAL  and  BOTANICAL  SPECIES 

Raised  by:    Dan  Pass 

Response:    This  project  is  to  be  built  entirely  within  the  Airport 
boundary.    The  land  on  which  the  various  parts  of  the  project  are  to  be 
built,  with  the  exception  of  the  filled  areas,  has  been  used  for  airport 
purposes  for  many  years.     From  a  zoological  and  botanical  standpoint, 
the  environment  on  this  land  will  be  altered  only  by  the  plann-^d  landscap- 
ing.   Regarding  the  portion  of  the  project  involving  fill  in  two  areas,  the 
North  Airport  area  and  West  of  Bayshore,  the  fill  has  been  completed 
for  several  years.    The  fill  in  the  Sea^slane  Harbor  has  been  recommended 
for  deferral. 
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IRREVERSIBLE  and  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  of  RESOURCES 
Raised  by:    Dan  Pass 

Response:    While  there  will  be  many  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitments  of  resources  in  this  project,  they  form  a  small  part  of 
the  resources  committed  by  the  State  and  even  the  County  each  year. 
These  resources  are  being  committed  for  an  important  function  affecting 
the  entire  Bay  Area.    See  pages  7-1  to  7-3,  Volume  I. 

INDUSTRIAL  WASTE  PLANT 

Raised  by:   San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 

Response:    The  environmental  impact  of  the  Industrial  Waste  Treat- 
ment plant  will  be  to  improve  the  quality  of  the  effluent  which  is  dis- 
charged into  the  Bay.    The  plant  will  have  storage  to  hold  storm  water 
and  raw  waste  and  will  be  designed  to  provide  for  oil  separation,  biolog- 
ical and/or  chemical  treatment,  physical  treatment  to  remove  soot  and 
residual  BOD,  and  chlorination.     The  system  will  be  designed  to  produce 
effluents  in  conformance  with  criteria  currently  in  effect  or  reasonably 
likely  to  be  promulgated  in  the  near  future.    See  pages  Z-ZO  and  Z-Z3, 
Volume  I. 

INCREASE  FRONTAGE  ROADS  TO  FOUR  LANES 

Raised  by:    San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 
Response:    Widening  the  Frontage  Roads  on  the  airport  will  reduce 
congestion  of  traffic  and  increase  vehicular  access  and  egress  to  the 
airport,  especially  for  employees.     A  recommendation  has  been  made 
to  increase  the  scope  of  the  project  to  provide  for  ointly- sponsored  im- 
provements to  the  intersections  of  Millbrae  Avenue  and  San  Bruno  Avenue 
with  the  Frontage  Roads  which  will  improve  traffic  conditions  on  these 
two  city  streets. 
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WATER  TURBIDITY  AT  DRAINAGE  OUTFALL 

Raised  by:    San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 
Response:    The  runway  drainage  projects  for  Runways  28-L  and  R 
and  1-L  and  R  will  discharge  storm  water  into  the  Bay  at  the  location 
of  the  present  gravity  drain  discharge  points  at  the  edge  of  the  Bay.  The 
storm  water  pumped  out  will  be  relatively  clear  since  we  expect  little 
erosion  at  the  collection  points.     See  page  2-Z4,   Volume  I. 


EFFECT  ON  WATER  TABLE 

Raised  by:    San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 

Response:    There  is  expected  to  be  no  change  in  the  permanent  water 
table  as  the  result  of  the  construction.    There  was  practically  no  ground 
water  to  contend  with  in  the  construction  of  the  North  Terminal  foundations. 
See  pages  2-20  to  2-21,  Volume  I. 

AESTHETICS  AS  RELATED  TO  USERS  OF  BAY  FOR  RECREATION 
Raised  by:    San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 
Response:    Aesthetically,  the  view  of  the  Airport  will  be  improved 
for  the  users  of  the  Bay  for  recreation.     The  terminal  buildings  and  the 
boarding  areas  will  be  much  more  attractive  than  those  presently  there 
and  the  control  tower  will  rise  above  the  terminals  as  an  attractively 
shaped  structure.     These  will  be  essentially  all  that  the  users  of  the  Bay 
will  be  able  to  see  of  the  projects  being  constructed.    See  also  page  2-9 
Volume  I. 

AIR  TURBULENCE  OVER  BAY 

Raised  by:    San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 
Response:    Blast  effects  in  take-off  are  confined  to  320  feet  from 
the  end  of  the  runway.    Vortex  effects  from  landing  aircraft  settle  below 
the  flight  path  and  can  last  for  6  minutes  in  still  air  or  2  minutes  in  a 
1  0-mile-per-hour  wind.    The  vortex  will  settle  to  75  or  100  feet  above 
the  Bay  and  then  spread  horizontally  until  dissipated.    See  pages  2-  55 
and  2-56,    Volume  I.  a_o 


IMPACT  ON  AIR  SPACE,  SAN  CARLOS  and  HALF  MOON  BAY 

Raised  by:    San  Mateo  Department  of  Building  Construction  and 
General  Services. 

Response:    Commercial  aircraft  flight  patterns  to  San  Francisco 
Airport  are  expected  to  remain  similar  to  existing  conditions.  The 
existing  30,  000  general  aviation  movements  to  San  Francisco  are  expected 
to  remain  at  this  level.    San  Carlos  and  Half  Moon  Bay  airports  will  have 
to  accommodate  anticipated  increases  in  general  aviation  movements. 
See  page  2-56  ,  Volume  I. 

The  following  specific  questions  were  developed  by  the  San  Mateo  County 
Environmental  Quality  Coordinating  Council  based  on  public  meetings 
which  that  organization  held.    Responses  to  these  questions  follow  the 
questions . 

GROWTH: 

Q.     "What  will  be  the  impact  on  Peninsula  growth  of  the  massive  increase 
in  passenger  and  cargo  capacity  at  the  Airport? 

A.     It  is  anticipated  that  population  growth  in  San  Mateo  County  will  in- 
crease by  49,  000  by  1985  as  a  result  of  the  Airport  program.    See  pages 
8-3  to  8-6,  Volume  I.     Air  freight  is  discussed  on  page  ?.-55. 

NEED 

Q.  Have  projections  of  future  passenger  capacity  been  modified  to  reflect 
recent  reductions  in  population  growth  estimates,  or  are  they  based  on  the 
rapid  growth  trends  of  the  sixties? 

A.     The  projections  have  been  modified  but  air-passenger  growth  is  not 
as  dependent  upon  population  growth  as  it  is  upon  other  factors.  See 
pages  8-1  to  8-3,  Volume  I. 
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Q.     Is  there  any  provision  for  modifying  the  scale  of  the  plan  if  the  need 
does  not  materialize?     For  example,  if  rapid  ground  travel  to  Los  Ange- 
les evolves  or  if  projected  increases  in  personal  air  travel  do  not  materi- 
alize? 

A.     Yes.    Each  project  is  reviewed  by  the  Commission  v/hen  schematic 
plans  are  prepared,  again  when  preliminary  plans  are  prepared,  and 
finally  before  the  project  is  put  out  for  bids.    If  the  entire  development 
is  not  required,  the  Commission  can  stop  the  appropriate  projects.  Since 
the  Terminal  expansion  will  be  done  in  a  sequential  manner,  scaling  down 
the  project  can  be  readily  accomplished. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Q.     Will  the  Airport  expansion  make  BART  a  necessity? 

A.     No.  A  BART  extension  to  the  Airport  would  reduce  the  amount  of 
automobile  traffic  to  the  Airport  but  is  not  a  necessity.    Buses  are  now 
used  between  the  Airport  and  San  Francisco,  and  this  service  could  be 
extended  to  Peninsula  cities  if  economically  feasible.    See  also  page  2-38 

Q.     What  will  be  the  impact  of  a  projected  increase  of  75,  000  cars  per 
day  (almost  double  the  present)  on  the  freeway  system  and  local  streets? 

A.     The  California  Division  of  Highways  has  made  a  recent  study  of  the 
freeway  system  around  the  Airport.    A  summary  of  their  findings  is 
included  on  pages  2-30    to  2-32, Volume  I,  and  a  copy  of  their  study  is 
included  in  Volume  III. 

Q.     What  will  be  the  added  impact  if  BART  is  not  constructed? 

A.     Should  BART  not  be  constructed,  other  means  of  transit,   such  as 
buses,  will  supplement  the  car.    Off-site,  remote  parking  will  be  encour- 
aged to  minimize  freeway  congestion. 
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Q.     Will  the  expanded  automobile  traffic  force  the  construction  of  more 
freeways  to  the  coast?    the  Southern  Crossing?    widening  of  Bayshore? 
the  Bayfront  Freeway? 

A.     No.    See  the  study  by  the  California  Division  of  Highways  in  Volume  I. 

Q.     Can  there  be  measures  to  provide  efficient  bus  service  to  convenient 
destinations  ? 

A.     Such  measures  are  possible  but  must  also  be  economically  feasible. 
NOISE 

Q.     Will  there  be  new  noise  impacts  resulting  from  a  shift  in  runway  use? 

A.     The  only  runway  being  extended  is  runway  28-R.     (The  extension  of 
runway  1-L  has  been  recommended  for  deletion^  )    This  extension  moves 
the  take-off  threshold  toward  the  Bay  and  away  from  residential  areas. 
There  will  be  less  noise  impact  outside  the  Airport  because  of  this.  See 
also  pages  2-5  and  2-6. 

Q.     Even  if  noise  from  San  Francisco  Airport  is  reduced,  what  will  be 
the  total  noise  impact  as  air  traffic  from  all  the  Bay  Area  airports  builds 
up? 

A.     The  California  law  requires  noise  from  airport  activities  and  aircraft 
to  be  reduced  gradually  until,  by  1985,  there  will  be  no  noise  impact  on 
residential  areas  over  CNEL  65  permitted, 

Q.     What  will  be  the  noise  impact  from  the  trucks  required  to  handle  the 
additional  cargo  capacity? 

A.     A  quantitative  analysis  of  this  impact  has  not  been  made.  However, 
it  is  known  that  many  trucks  now  bringing  cargo  to  the  Airport  are  only 
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partially  loaded.    As  cargo  increases,  more  efficient  use  will  be  made 
of  these  trucks  and  the  number  of  trucks  will  not  increase  as  rapidly  as 
the   air  cargo. 

Q.     Will  there  be  displacement  of  existing  residents  of  the  area  due  to 
new  State  noise  laws? 

A.     The  State  law  is  silent  on  whether  existing  residents  must  be  displaced 
if  they  reside  in  an  area  where  the  noise  impact  is  greater  than  CNEL  65. 
However,  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  it  is  expected  that  by 
1985  the  noise  impact  areas  will  be  reduced  to  such  an  extent  that  the 
CNEL  65  contour  will  fall  on  either  the  Airport  or  industrial  areas. 

AIR  POLLUTION 

Q.     What  will  be  the  impact  on  air  pollution  of  the  additional  75,  000  cars 
per  day? 

A.     Even  with  the  additional  vehicular  traffic  to  the  Airport,  the  emissions 
from  automobiles  to  the  Airport  in  1985  are  expected  to  be  less  than  25% 
of  those  in  1970.    See  page  Z-12. 

Q.  What  will  be  the  impact  on  air  pollution  of  the  increase  in  jet  fuel  con- 
sumption from  670  million  to  Z.  Z50  million  gallons? 

A.     The  Z,  Z50  million  gallons  was  based  on  44Z,  000  annual  airline  opera- 
tions.   The  number  of  airline  operations  has  been  reduced  to  310,  000  and 
the  fuel  figure  has  been  reduced  from  Z,  Z50  to  1,  573  million  gallons. 
Based  on  these  figures,  and  with  cleaner  engines  in  aircraft,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  the  total  emissions  from  airci'aft  will  be  slightly  less  in  1985 
than  in  1970.      The  increased  gallonage  will  be  used  primarily  in  flight 
and  not  on  the  Airport.    See  page  Z-IZ  and  Appendix  E. 
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Q.  Has  the  possible  increase  in  nitrous  oxide  and  carbon  monoxide  pollu- 
tion in  the  newer  enginer  been  studied? 

A.     The  anticipated  emissions  of  these  gases  from  the  new  engines  are 
presented  in  Appendix  E. 

BUSINESS  AND  EMPLOYMENT 

Q.     Will  long-range  employment  and  economic  stability  be  improved? 
What  are  the  second  and  third  level  impacts ? 

A.     Economic  impacts  are  not  a  requirement  of  the  environmental  impact 
report,  so  were  not  covered  in  detail.    However,   some  information  is 
included  in  pages  Z-21  to  Z-22  and  Appendix  F. 

With  respect  to  the  above  questions,  long-range  employment  and  economic 
stability  should  be  improved.    It  is  anticipated  that  the  increased  activity 
at  the  Airport  will  increase  basic  employment  by  13,  000  and  secondary 
employment  by  17,  000,  and  should  be  continuing  over  the  long  range. 
Population  in  San  Mateo  County,  due  to  this  additional  employment,  is 
expected  to  increase  by  49,  000  people  who  will  require  16,  000  homes. 

The  impact  on  taxes  is  shown  in  the  table  on  page  8-5.    Taxes  from  the 
Airport  defray  some  of  the  County  school  taxes  now  and  these  revenues 
to  the  schools  should  increase  as  a  result  of  taxes  on  the  new  equipment 
the  airlines  will  be  using. 

RESOURCES 

Q.     What  will  be  the  impact  of  a  five-fold  increase  in  electric  power  con- 
sumption on  the  Bay  Area  power  situation?    What  will  be  the  additional 
requirements  for  power  from  new  businesses  based  on  the  Airport 
expansion? 
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A.     PG&E  has  anticipated  this  increase  and  the  sub-stations  serving  the 
Airport  have  the  capacity  to  supply  this  load  when  all  of  the  necessary 
equipment  is  installed.    No  new  businesses  are  necessary  to  complement 
the  expansion  of  the  Airport.    Cities  neighboring  on  the  Airport  can  con- 
trol the  establishment  of  new  businesses  through  building  permits,  taxes 
and  zoning. 

Q.  What  will  be  the  impact  on  impending  fuel  shortages  of  tripling  the 
amount  of  jet  fuel  used  and  increasing  automobile  traffic  to  the  Airport 
by  almost  two-thirds? 

A.     The  impact  of  the  impending  fuel  shortage  is  one  which  must   be  ad- 
dressed on  a  national  level.    The  jet  fuel  used  in  1985  at  SFO  will  be 
slightly  more  than  doubled  over  1970  and  this,  of  course,  is  significant. 
However,  it  must  be  pointed  out  that  the  new  wide-bodied  jets  are  more 
economical  on  fuel  on  a  passenger-mile  basis  than  are  automobiles,  and 
the  American  public  has  demonstrated  that  their  transportation  choices 
are  either  automobiles  or  airplanes. 

Q,     What  will  be  the  impact  of  increased  need  for  water  and  increased 
production  of  solid  waste? 

A.     The  answer  to  this  question  is  found  on  pages  2-22  to  2-27. 
:^liZ?^NATIVES 

Q.     Is  a  smaller  project  feasible?    What  would  be  the  effect  of  no  expansion 

A.     Although  this  project  is  large,  it  is  going  to  be  built  in  phases,  sequen- 
tially.    The  construction  can  be  delayed  between  phases,   if  this  is  found 
desirable  by  the  Commission.    The  effect  of  no  expansion  is  discussed 
on  pages  5-1  to  5-3. 
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Q.  Could  the  Oakland  and  San  Jose  Airports  be  used  closer  to  capacity 
before  San  Francisco  is  expanded? 

A.     An  expansion  of  each  of  these  airports  is  required  to  start  as  soon 
as  possible  to  meet  the  predicted  needs,  even  with  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport  expanding  as  proposed.    Oakland  must  expand  to  take 
12  times  its  present  passenger  load,  and  San  Jose  5  times. 

Q.     Would  there  be  less  environmental  impact  if  the  expansion  were  to 
take  place  at  Oakland  or  San  Jose? 

A.     From  the  RASS  report  there  apparently  would  not  be  less.  See 
page  5-3. 

Q.     Could  measures  to  improve  efficiency  of  existing  service  among  the 
Bay  Area  airports  and  discourage  planes  from  flying  half  empty  reduce 
the  need  for  early  expansion? 

A.     These  two  premises  are  contradictory.    If  you  improve  the  existing 
service  among  the  Bay  Area  airports  you  will  cause  planes  to  fly  with 
a  lower  load  factor  from  each.    At  SFO,  schedules  have  been  adjusted 
to  more  fully  utilize  the  available  seats  in  departing  planes. 

Q.     Could  more  use  be  made  of  Hamilton  and  Travis  Air  Force  Bases? 

A.    Yes,  and  this  has  been  recommended  by  RASS  in  their  final  report. 
There  is  community  opposition  to  the  use  of  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base 
for  extensive  commercial  operations,  and  the  military  traffic  at  Travis 
will  limit  its  use.    Consequently,  because  of  these  reasons,  as  well  as 
the  distances  involved,  only  modest  planned  usage  was  recommended 
by  RASS. 
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il^HJ RANCISCO  BAY 

Q.     Can  we  be  assured  that  there  will  be  no  further  significant  Bay  fill 
for  the  San  Francisco  Airport? 

A.     The  only  Bay  fill  in  this  program  which  has  not  already  been  accom- 
plished is  the  filling  of  the  Seaplane  Harbor.     This  project,  although  ap- 
proved by  BCDC,  has  been  recommended  for  deferral  pending  develop- 
ment of  preliminary  design  on  how  it  would  be  filled  and  what  the  en- 
vironmental impact  would  be. 
PLANNING 

Q.     How  does  the  proposed  expansion  program  fit  in  with  the  General 

Plan  now  under  development  in  the  County?    with  respect  to  transportation? 

housing?  growth?  employment?  economy?  congestion? 

The  General  Plan  for  the  San  Mateo  County  is  over  ten  years  old  and  has 
been  found  to  be  in  need  of  updating  and  revision.    This  updating  and 
revising  is  now  underway  for  that  portion  of  the  County  south  of  Montara 
Mountain  and  west  of  Skyline  Boulevard.    Subsequently,  the  updating  and 
revising  of  the  Plan  as  it  pertains  to  the  Bayside  will  be  undertaken. 
Until  the  Plan  is  revised  and  updated  it  cannot  be  stated  how  this  expan- 
sion will  fit  into  it. 

A  Joint  Powers  Agreement,  between  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  San  Mateo  County,  to  conduct  a  joint  airport  land-use  study  is  now 
under  consideration.     The  results  of  this  study  will  be  coordinated  with 
and  integrated  into  the  revised  General  Plan  of  the  County, 

Q.     Does  the  single -purpose  regional  airport  plan  conform  to  the  criteria 
of  ABAC'S  Regional  Plan  for  1970-1990? 

A.     Yes,  it  is  in  conformance  with  the  transportation  portion  of  that  plan. 
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GAN  F RANCISCO  BAY 

Q.     Can  we  be  assured  that  there  will  be  no  further  significant  Bay  fill 
for  the  San  Francisco  Airport? 

A.     The  only  Bay  fill  in  this  program  which  has  not  already  been  accom- 
plished is  the  filling  of  the  Seaplane  Harbor.    This  project  has  been  rec- 
ommended for  deferral  pending  development  of  preliminary  design  on 
how  it  would  be  filled  and  what  the  environmental  impact  would  be. 

PLANNING 

Q.     How  does  the  proposed  expansion  program  fit  in  with  the  General 

Plan  now  under  development  in  the  County?    with  respect  to  transportation? 

housing?  growth?  employment?  economy?  congestion? 

The  General  Plan  for  the  San  Mateo  County  is  over  ten  years  old  and  has 
been  found  to  be  in  need  of  updating  and  revision.    This  updating  and 
revising  is  now  underway  for  that  portion  of  the  County  south  of  Montara 
Mountain  and  west  of  Skyline  Boulevard.    Subsequently,  the  updating  and 
revising  of  the  Plan  as  it  pertains  to  the  Bayside  will  be  undertaken. 
Until  the  Plan  is  revised  and  updated  it  cannot  be  stated  how  this  expan- 
sion will  fit  into  it. 

A  Joint  Powers  Agreement,  between  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
and  San  Mateo  County,  to  conduct  a  joint  airport  land-use  study  is  now 
under  consideration.    The  results  of  this  study  will  be  coordinated  with 
and  integrated  into  the  revised  General  Plan  of  the  County. 

Q.     Does  the  single -purpose  regional  airport  plan  conform  to  the  criteria 
of  ABAC'S  Regional  Plan  for  1970-1990? 

A.     Yes,  it  is  in  conformance  with  the  transportation  portion  of  that  plan. 
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Section  5 


SUMMARY  OF  PROBLEMS  AND  OBJECTIONS  ON  RASS  REPORT 

A  comprehensive  review  of  the  reports  prepared  by  ABAC  was  performed 
by  the  Air  Transport  Association  (ATA).    Most  of  the  domestic  airlines 
belong  to  the  ATA.    The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  comments: 

•  Data  used  in  estimating  the  amount  of  pollutants  pro- 
duced by  aircraft  may  be  high,  causing  an  overstate- 
ment of  the  expected  pollutant  emissions. 

•  The  NEF  noise  contours  are  calculated  quantities,  with 
many  assumptions.    A  comprehensive  community  noise 
measurement  should  be  accomplished  to  verify  the  re- 
liability of  the  noise  contour  locations. 

•  Passenger  forecasts  are  too  high.    The  ATA  forecasts 
59  million  annual  passengers  in  the  Bay  Area  in  1985, 
and  assumes  that  SFO  will  reach  capacity  and  then  the 
passengers  will  "spill  over"  to  Oakland  and  San  Jose. 

The  higher  emission  rate  used  may  cause  an  overstatement  of  the  ac- 
tual pollutants  emitted.    To  this  degree  then,  the  calculated  emissions 
are  conservative  (high). 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  in  the  process  of  setting  up  a 
noise-monitoring  system  in  the  community  to  comply  with  new  California 
noise  laws. 
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If  the  actual  number  of  pas  sengers  in  the  Bay  Area  in  1985  is  59  mil- 
lion as  forecast  by  the  ATA,   instead  of  7Z  million,  and  if  San  Fran- 
cisco Airport  is  filled  to  capacity  before  Oakland  and  San  Jose  are 
expanded,  San  Francisco  may  reach  31  million  annual  passengers 
before  1985. 

New  California  noise  regulations  stipulate  that  by  1985  noise  impacts 
over  CNEL  65  will  not  be  permitted  on  residential  areas.     The  CNEL 
65  contour  is  roughly  equivalent  to  the  30  NEF  contour.    To  comply 
with  this  new  state  law,  the  Final  Plan  Recommendation  of  the  Regi- 
onal Airport  Systems  Study  concluded  that  CNEL  noise  criteria  could 
be  met  if: 

•  Higher  aircraft  utilization  than  originally  assumed 
allowed  the  same  number  of  passengers  to  be  carried 
in  fewer  flights. 

•  A  reduction  in  the  forecast  also  reduced  the  total  num- 
ber of  flights  required. 

•  A  diversion  of  some  civil  flight  operations  to  Travis 
and  Hamilton  AFB  occurred.    Existing  noise  impact 
from  military  traffic  would  not  appear  to  be  noticeably 
increased. 

•  Early  retirement  or  engine  retrofit  of  727,   737,  and 
DC-9  aircraft  took  place.    The  NEF  forecasts  for  1985 
included  a  number  of  pre-Federal  certification  standard 
airplanes  in  the  mix  for  which  only  a  minor  retrofit  was 
assumed. 

•  No  conversions  of  existing  compatible  land  uses  occurred. 

•  No  construction  of  residential  areas  in  lands  that  are 
now  vacant  in  the  present  as  well  as  future  impact  area 
occurred. 

•  Technology  would  allow  the  two- segment  approach  to  be 
applied  to  all  landing  aircraft. 
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The  new  California  noise  regulation.  Paragraph  50011,  Article  Z  of 
Sub-chapter  6,  Noise  Standards,  California  Business  Regulations, 
describes  the  methodology  for  controlling  and  reducing  noise  problems 
at  airports.     "The  methods  whereby  the  impact  of  airport  noise  shall 
be  controlled  and  reduced  include,  but  are  not  liminted  to,  the  following: 

•  Encouraging  use  of  the  airport  by  aircraft  classes  with 
lower  noise  level  aircraft  classes 

•  Encouraging  approach  and  departure  flight  paths  and 
procedures  to  minimize  the  noise  in  residential  areas 

•  Planning  runway  utilization  schedules  to  take  into  ac- 
count adjacent  residential  areas,  noise  characteristics 
of  aircraft  and  noise-sensitive  time  periods 

•  Reduction  of  the  flight  frequency,  particularly  in  the 
most  noise- sensitive  time  periods  and  by  the  noisier 
aircraft 

•  Employing  shielding  for  advantage,  using  natural  ter- 
rain, building,  et  cetera;  and 

•  Development  of  a  compatible  land  use  within  the  noise 
impact  boundary 

Preference  shall  be  given  to  actions  which  reduce  the  impact  of  airport 
noise  on  existing  communities.     Land  use  conversion  involving  existing 
residential  communities  shall  normally  be  considered  the  least  desir- 
able action  for  achieving  compliance  with  these  regulations.  "  The 
law  is  silent  on  whether  a  resident  within  a  65  CNEL,  contour  could  be 
forced  to  move.    However,  it  is  anticipated  that  by  1985  the  65  CNEL 
will  not  impact  on  any  residential  areas  around  San  Francisco  Inter- 
national Airport. 

Paragraph  5012  states,  "Limitations  on  airport  noise  in  residential 
communities  are  hereby  established. 
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•       The  criterion  for  airports  which  have  4-engine  turbo- 
jet or  turbofan  air  carrier  aircraft  operations  and  at 
least  25,000  annual  air  carrier  operations  (takeoffs 


plus  landings)  is  as  follows: 

Date  CNEL  in  Decibels 
Effective  date  of  regulations  to  12-31  -75  80 
1-1-76  to  12-31-80  75 
1-1-81  to  12-31-85  70 
1-1-86  and  thereafter  65 


Noise  resulting  from  aircraft  operations  must  be  alleviated  to  meet 
the  above  criterion  within  the  time  frame  established  by  the  State 
Noise  Law.    The  expansion  planned  for  the  airport  assists  in  accom- 
plishing this  goal  by  providing  facilities  to  permit  a  greater  percentage 
of  the  larger  aircraft  to  be  accommodated.    The  larger  jets  reduce 
noise  in  two  ways:    they  carry  many  more  people,  as  well  as  more 
cargo,  and  thereby  reduce  the  number  of  operations  to  handle  the 
traffic  demand;  and  also  the  larger  aircraft  are  quieter  than  the  smal- 
ler jet  aircraft. 

San  Francisco  International  Airport  has  already  taken  the  following 
steps  to  reduce  aircraft  noise:  , 

•  Preferential  Runway.    This  program  designates  pre- 
ferred runways  to  use  when  wind  and  wather  permit 
to  minimize  noise.    For  instance,  takeoffs  from  tun- 
way  28  because  the  takeoff  noise,  when  the  aircraft 
is  airborne,  is  over  the  Bay. 

•  Keep  'Em  High.    This  program  is  designed  to  keep 
aircraft  as  high  as  possible  before  the  airplane  starts 
a  descent  to  land. 

•  "Visual  Bridge  Approach.    This  program  requests 
pilots  to  keep  their  aircraft  over  the  Bay  when  landing 
on  28L  or  R  before  crossing  the  San  Mateo  Bridge. 
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•  Quiet.  C.  I.  D.     This  program  requests  pilots  to  keep 
their  aircraft  on  a  climbout  path  over  the  Bay  when 
taking  off  from  the  IL  or  IR  runways. 

•  Shoreline  Departure.    This  requests  pilots  from  run- 
way 28L  or  R  to  turn  right  before  San  Bruno,  and  fly 
over  the  industrial  areas  of  South  San  Francisco.  This 
program  is  limited  to  Visual  Flight  Rule  (VFR)  weather 
and  then  only  those  aircraft  departing  north  or  east. 

•  Night  Runup  Limitation.     No  engine  runups  are  permit- 
ted at  night  on  the  east  and  south  sides  of  the  airport. 

•  Segmented  Approach.    This  is  an  approach  procedure 
where  the  aircraft  stay  as  high  as  possible,  then  go 
into  a  steep  descent,  and  then  level  out  to  a  normal 
descent  close  to  the  airport.    Currently,  most  PSA 
pilots  and  some  United  Air  Lines  pilots  are  using 
this  procedure. 

Another  change  is  being  considered,  nicknamed  "Purr  Power."  This 
is  a  procedure  where  a  pilot  gains  altitude  as  fast  as  possible  to  an 
acceptable  elevation,  and  then  reduces  power  and  climb-angle  and 
gains  speed.    The  high  altitude  with  a  reduced  power  setting  has  some 
noise  reduction  effects  for  San  Francisco  Airport  flight  patterns. 

In  addition  to  the  noise -abatement  measures  that  are  now  in  effect  at 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  additional  measures  are  being 
considered,  including: 

•  Encourage  less  noisy  aircraft.    This  could  be  imple- 
mented by  an  outright  ban,  or  a  higher  landing  fee  for 
"noisy"  airplanes 

•  Curtail  runway  operations  during  evening  and  nigh  hours 
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